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Cloninger, Svrakic and Przybeck
(1993)
 “Personality has been defined as the dynamic 
organization within the individual of those 
psychophysical systems that determine his unique 
adjustment to the environment.” Learning has likewise 
been defined as “the organization of behaviour as a 
result of individual experience.” Therefore, differences 
between individuals in the adaptive systems involved in 
the reception, processing, and storing of experience 
define personality in general.”
-p. 977
Cloninger et al.’s (1993) model
 Core assumptions/theory
 Learning is responsible for the long term organisation of 
behaviour
 Individual differences in ‘learning systems’ underlie personality in 
general 
 Two learning systems have been established in humans
 1. Preconceptual (Classic & Operant Conditioning) 
 2. Conceptual Learning 
 Individual differences (biases) in preconceptual learning result in 
4 dimensions of temperament
 Individual differences (biases) in conceptual learning result in 3 
dimensions of character
 Dimensions of temperament are distinct from dimensions of 
character
 A common misconception
 “dimensions of temperament are due to our genes, dimensions of 
character are due to the environment” 
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Cloninger et al.’s model
 “It is likely that genetic factors are as important in 
character development as they are for 
temperament. In fact, the heritability of character 
may explain why some individuals maintain 
inflexible maladaptive behaviour patterns whereas 
others with similar temperaments do not...”
 Cloninger et al., 1993
Cloninger et al.’s model
 Character
 “refers to what we make of ourselves intentionally”
-Cloninger 1998 p. 3
2 A common misconception
 Personality traits can be broken up into those influenced by genes 
(temperament) and those influenced by the environment (character)
Cloninger et al.’s model
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Cloninger et al.’s (1993) model
 Core assumptions/theory
 Learning is responsible for the long term organisation of 
behaviour
 Individual differences in ‘learning systems’ underlie personality in 
general 
 Two learning/memory systems have been established in humans
 1. Preconceptual (Classic & Operant Conditioning) 
 2. Conceptual Learning 
 Individual differences (biases) in preconceptual learning result in 
3 dimensions of temperament
 Individual differences (biases) in conceptual learning result in 4 
dimensions of character
 Dimensions of temperament are distinct from dimensions of 
character
Research Findings
 Quite good support that individual differences in 
punishment and reward sensitivities are reflected in 
personality traits (e.g. RST) 
 Cognitive psychology research continues to indicate 
that conscious, conceptual learning has implications 
for predictable, stable information processing of a 
range of stimuli (see O’Connor & Jackson, 2008).
However...
 ‘Temperament’ and ‘character’ are not distinct 
conceptually or psychometrically (Elliot & Thrash, 2002, 
Gable Reiss & Elliot, 2000, O’Connor & Jackson, 2010)
 There is a genetic component to character* (Gillespie, 
Cloninger, Heath & Martin, 2003)
 There is mixed support for the proposed biological 
basis and factor structure of the model (Farmer & 
Goldberg, 2008, Herbst et al., 2000)
 Research supporting the specific conceptualisation of 
temperament and character is mixed (see Farmer & 
Goldberg, 2008)
 Some of these issues can be addressed by
 1. Not considering Cloninger’s dimensions as 
‘personality traits’ but instead scales reflecting distal 
individual differences in conceptual and pre-conceptual 
learning
 2. Re-examining the relationship between individual 
differences in conceptual (character) and preconceptual 
(temperament) learning systems
 Some of these issues can be addressed by
 1. Not considering Cloninger’s dimensions as 
‘personality traits’ but instead scales reflecting distal 
individual differences in conceptual and pre-conceptual 
learning
 Involves a modification of the measurement model
 2. Re-examining the relationship between individual 
differences in conceptual (character) and 
preconceptual (temperament) learning systems
3Character
 Reflects conceptual learning (conscious experiences 
represented as words, images or symbols)
 Stable individual differences, that reflect biases in 
conscious information processing based on 
experientially learnt cognitions (schemas)
 Adaptive at high levels, indicative of personal and 
social maturity and overall functionality
 E.g. The ‘adventurous temperament’ (low HA high 
NS) -> antisocial personality disorder or 
imaginative exploration depending on character
Temperament & Character
 Related or unrelated?
 “personality development is seen as an iterative 
epigenetic process in which hertiable temperament 
factors initially motivate insight learning of self concepts 
(i.e. Character)... In this way, both temperament and 
character development influence one another and 
motivate behaviour [italics added]”
 Cloninger et al., 1993, p. 978
 “after the genetic structure of the four temperament 
dimensions was confirmed, other studies were 
carried out to identify aspects of self-reported or 
observer-related personality that are not correlated 
with temperament as measured by the TPQ [italics 
added]”
 Cloninger et al., 1993, p. 978
 Temperament and character are not linearly 
related
 Cloninger, 1999
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Temperament & Character
 A proposed modification/clarification
 Temperament and character are related
 Temperament influences character development
 Character influences the expression of temperament
 Temperament can be modelled as a distal precursor to 
character, along approach and avoidance pathways
Temperament & character & behaviour
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Rationale
 ‘Temperament’ and ‘character’ have been found to 
be related along approach and avoidance 
pathways (Elliot & Thrash, 2002)
 Evolutionary functions of approach/avoidance systems 
require higher order mechanisms to remain adaptive
 Cognitive learning styles (character) might develop 
as adaptive, self regulatory mechanisms in response 
to potentially dysfunctional temperament inclinations
 E.g. Mastery Orientation more likely in high Sensation 
Seekers (O’Connor & Jackson, 2008)
Rationale
“functional learners are Sensation Seekers who 
develop complex sociocognitive mechanisms, 
particularly Mastery Orientation, as a means of 
functionally adapting to a complicated and 
generally prosocial environment. Most Sensation 
Seekers are likely to be reasonably well adjusted 
to their environment, so most Sensation Seekers will 
also be high in Mastery Orientation...”
-O’Connor & Jackson, 2008 p. 3
Rationale
 Temperament influences experiential learning 
opportunities (required for mature character 
development)
 E.g. Harm Avoidant/Anxious individuals encounter 
fewer experiential learning situations (Forsyth, Parker & 
Finlay, 2003; Stewart, Zvolensky & Eifert, 2002)
 E.g. An anxious employee
Study 1
 Purpose: to compare models of the TCI where 
temperament and character are modelled either as 
related or unrelated constructs.
 Comparison of fit between original and hypothesised CFA 
models
 780 part time university students
 Fit indices:
 Uncorrelated: GFI = 0.82, AGFI = 0.77, CFI = 0.78, RMSEA 
= 0.09
 Correlated: GFI = 0.92, AGFI = 0.89, CFI = 0.90, RMSEA 
= 0.06
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 Purpose: to show that character mediates 
temperament in a range of functional and 
dysfunctional behaviours
 322 working students
Study 2
Study 2
 Indirect effect = -0.11*
0.14*
0.21*
0.13
0.44*
Study 2
 Indirect effect = 0.38*
0.11
-0.14*
-0.44*
-0.46*
Study 2
 Indirect effect = 0.20*
0.09
0.10
0.20*
-0.46*
-0.19*
0.17*
Study 3
 To replicate the result from study 2 with the DV job 
performance
 70 working students
 70 supervisors (independent ratings of job 
performance)
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 Indirect effect (HA) = =0.14*
Study 4
 DV: leadership satisfaction
 240 supervisor – subordinate dyads
Structural Model
Leadership 
Satisfaction
Self Transcendence
Self Directedness
Cooperativeness
0.30
0.16
0.15
Harm Avoidance
Novelty Seeking
Persistence
-0.20
--0.45
-0.18
-0.22
0.28
GFI = 0.98, CFI = 0.97, 
RMSEA = 0.06
 Parametric bootstrapping used to test indirect 
(mediated) effects of temperament dimensions on 
leadership satisfaction via character dimensions
 Harm Avoidance, Indirect effect = -0.15*
 Novelty Seeking, Indirect effect = -0.08*
 Persistence, Indirect effect = 0.03
Indirect Effects
Summary
 Despite Cloninger’s claim that temperament and character 
are not related, psychometric and clinical evidence suggest 
otherwise
 In study 1, a better fit of temperament and character scales 
was achieved when temperament and character were 
modelled as related constructs.
 In studies 2, 3 & 4, Character was found to significantly 
mediate the relationship between temperament and several 
outcome variables including: self and supervisor rated job 
performance, workplace deviance and leadership 
satisfaction.
 Support was found for the suggestion that temperament and 
character are linearly related.
Significance
 Cloninger’s model remains widely cited (more than 
200 citations of 1993 paper in previous 2 years)
 Many of these studies are clinical applications of 
Cloninger’s scales and do not question some of the 
initial assumptions
 A clear, theoretically based position on the relationship 
between temperament and character is required.
